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REMARKS 

Claims 12 and 14 -19 are pending. Reconsideration and allowance of the present 
application based on the following remarks are respectfully requested. 

Entry of this Response is respectfully requested since no new issues are raised by 
the Response and it places the Application in condition for allowance, or at least in better 
form for appeal. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 (/.S.C. § 103 

A. Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Higgins. Ill (U.S. Patent 
No.5,583,377) in view of Suzuki (U.S. Patent No.6.028,358). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

Claim 12 recites, in part, a process for fabricating an integrated circuit package 
wherein a heat slug is fixed to the same surface of a substrate on which a ball grid array is 
formed. 

Higgins discloses a heat sink 22 (or 46) that includes flanges 28 (or 52) for mounting 
the heat sink to a substrate 12. Specifically, Higgins discloses that the heat sink 22, 46 is 
mounted to a top surface of the substrate (see, for example, Figure 1 ) or to an intermediate 
surface (a ledge) of the substrate (see, for example. Figures 2. 3, 7, or 8). Higgins teaches 
that the ledge 44, adds to the manufacturing cost of the substrate but creates a lower profile 
for the device (see, for example, column 5, lines 14-22). In Higgins, the solder balls 21 are 
formed on the lower surface of the substrate. 

Suzuki discloses a metallic base substrate 13 that is attached to the semiconductor 
device on the opposite side of the device that the solder balls 6 are attached to. 

Neither Higgins nor Suzuki teach or suggest that the a heat slug is fixed to the same 
surface of a substrate on which a ball grid array is formed ~ much less a process step for 
attaching a heat slug to the same surface of a substrate on which a ball grid array is formed. 
Therefore, even if the teachings of Higgins and Suzuki were combined as suggested by the 
Examiner, the combination of the references would not result in the claimed invention. 
There is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine and modify these teachings to 
achieve the claimed invention. 

Therefore, no combination of Higgins and Suzuki teaches or suggests, a process for 
fabricating an integrated circuit package wherein a heat slug is fixed to the same surface of a 
substrate on which a ball grid array is formed, as recited in claim 12. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection. 
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B. Claim 14-19 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Higgins, III in view of 
Suzuki and further in view of Li (U.S. Patent No. 5,982,621). Applicants respectfully traverse 
this rejection. 

Claims 14-19 are believed allowable for at least the same reasons presented above 
with respect to claim 12 by virtue of their dependence upon claim 12 and because Li does 
not remedy the deficiencies of Higgins in view of Suzuki discussed above with respect to 
claim 12. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

Therefore, all objections and rejections having been addressed, it is respectfully 
submitted that the present application is in a condition for allowance and a Notice to that 
effect is earnestly solicited. 

Should any issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the 
undersigned attorney for Applicants at the telephone number indicated below in order to 
expeditiously resolve any remaining issues. 



PLSAA/K 

Intellectual Property Group 
1909 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1101 
(202) 263-3000 Telephone 
(202) 263-3300 Facsimile 

Date: June 6, 2006 



Respectfully submitted. 



Mayer Brown Rowe & Maw LLP 




Paul L. Sharer 
Registration No. 36.004 
Direct No. (202) 263-3340 



Vishal V Khatri 
Registration No. 51.873 
Direct No. (202) 263-3341 
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